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THE LOWER COURT CORRECTLY FOUND THE EQUAL PROTECTION 


CLAIM TO BE LACKING IN SUBSTANTIALITY. 


The Appellants equal protection argunent is that Con- 
necticut's policy of having all AFDC recipients come in to 
the district office, which services them, ‘for a redetermi- 
nation of eligibility interview once every six (6) months 
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ceives les sn the full level of assistance because it 
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curring baby sitting costs in order to remain eligible for 


public assistance. The other class. tt Ts claimed, gets 


the full assistance level. 


The Appellees would first note that there was no 
testimony ever presented that any of the plaintiffs had 
actually incurred any baby sitter expenses. It further 
appears that none of the named plaintiffs would spend 
more than $4.00 for a round trip ticket to their appro- 
priate district office. Also, there was public transpor- 
tation available to all the named plaintiffs. And finally 
there was no testimony that anybody was removed from wel - 
fare because of an inability to get to the district office. 

The Appellants agree that the standard for measuring 
deprivation of equal protection in welfare matters is the 
one enunciated in Dandridge v. Williams, 397 U.S. 471, 478, 


where the Maryland maximum grant regulation was upheld. 
"A statutory discrimination will not be set aside if any 
state of facts may be conceived to justify ih ae 
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for state action the allotting of limited welfare funds by 


state officials in a reasonable manner. Further Dandridge 
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Dandridge, supra, pare 437. See also Jefferson v. Hackney, 


406 U.S. 535, 546. 
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